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This special issue of the Human Ecology Review presents research papers and opinion pieces that seek to improve
the understanding of the interaction between business and the
natural environment in different parts of the world. From all
the research manuscripts submitted, we selected three papers
for publication. We also present in the Forum section the
opinion pieces of six recognized academic and industry leaders in the business and natural environmental field. Finally,
we include a review of the book Corporate Environmentalism
and Public Policy (Lyon and Maxwell 2004).

Development of the Field
In the 1990s, research on business and environmental
protection focused, for the most part, on identifying a positive link between corporate environmental performance and
profitability arguing that it can pay to be green (Starik and
Marcus 2000; Porter and van der Linde 1995). This research
stream positioned itself in opposition to the traditional view
that improvements in environmental performance are associated with increased costs (Walley and Whitehead 1994;
Palmer et al. 1995). The proponents of a win-win environmental management paradigm argued that green strategies
could enhance firms’ competitive advantage by attracting environmentally aware consumers (Hart 1995; Sharma and Vredenburg 1998; Shrivastava 1995a; Reinhardt 1998; Stead and
Stead 1995). They posited that the development of pollution
prevention technologies, as opposed to end-of-pipe technologies, could allow companies to increase the productivity and
quality of their manufacturing process (Porter and van der
Linde 1995; Corbett and Van Wassenhove 1993; Reinhardt
2000; Shrivastava 1995b; Nehrt 1996; Stead and Stead 1994;
Majumdar and Marcus 2001; Rondinelli and Berry 2000) and
help firms generate technological and organizational innovations that would give companies a competitive edge (Roome
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1994; Shrivastava 1995b; Russo and Fouts 1997; Hart 1995).
They also proposed that companies that have adopted a proenvironmental strategy could also impose a cost on their
competitors by influencing regulators to adopt more stringent
regulations (Vogel 1995; Christmann 2000) and reduce liability risks (Shrivastava 1995b; Reinhardt 2000).
However, empirical studies on the link between environmental and financial performance have shown conflicting evidence (Margoliss and Walsh 2001; Russo and Fouts 1997;
Konar and Cohen 2001, Hart and Ahuja 1995; Klassen and
McLaughlin 1996; King and Lenox 2002; Rivera 2001; Khanna 2001). This may be explained in part by the difficulty of
measuring environmental and financial performance (Margoliss and Walsh 2001; Koehler and Cram 2001; Toffel and
Marshall 2004; Johnston and Smith 2001) and by the empirical difficulty of assessing the causality between financial and
environmental performance (Koehler and Cram 2001; King
and Lenox 2001; Margolis and Walsh 2001). An additional
challenge to researchers is that corporate environmental management efforts may be only indirectly related to profitability.
More recent streams of research have identified additional motivations for proactive corporate environmentalism
such as institutional pressures and managers’ motivations.
Researchers within the institutional theory paradigm emphasize the role of social and cultural pressures imposed on organizations that influence the adoption of environmental organizational practices and structures beyond the profit-making rationale (Hoffman and Ventresca 2002; Hoffman 1999;
Delmas and Toffel 2004; Rivera 2004). Empirical studies in
the neo-institutional stream point out the key role played by
government agencies, the media, industry associations, and
environmental groups to pressure corporations to adopt
proactive environmental management practices (Hoffman
1999; Delmas 2002; King and Lenox 2000; Rivera and
deLeon 2004; Darnall 2003).
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Scholars that rely on theories from organizational psychology have also provided important contributions to the research on business and environmental protection. This stream
of research highlights how top managers’ environmental beliefs, values, and attitudes — used to assess firms’ competitive alternatives and their outcomes — play a critical role in
determining corporate environmental management choices
(Cordano and Frieze 2000; Egri and Herman 2000; Anderson
and Bateman 2000; Egri 2000; Winn and Angel 2000). Proenvironmental attitudes and commitment by top managers
also appear to positively affect the environmental behavior of
middle and lower-level employees (Ramus and Steger 2000;
Egri and Herman 2000).
Most recently, another research stream has concentrated
on studying voluntary programs that promote the adoption of
environmental management systems and encourage the creation of partnerships between profit and non-profit stakeholders. These include, for example, environmental management systems (EMS) such as the international environmental
management standard ISO 14001, voluntary agreements between firms and regulatory agencies or NGOs, and industry
self-regulation. This body of work has analyzed firms’ motivations to voluntarily adopt such practices or to participate in
these new relationships with stakeholders.
Empirical studies suggest that firms adopt ISO 14001
mostly in response to pressures from regulators, customers,
and the civil society (Andrews et al. 2003; Coglianese and
Nash 2001; Bansal and Bogner 2002; Christmann and Taylor
2001; Delmas 2002; Kollman and Prakash 2002), although
some evidence shows that EMS could also improve firm
efficiency and competitive advantage (Delmas 2001; Sroufe
2003).
Research on voluntary environmental programs has focused on understanding business motivations to adopt such
initiatives (Delmas and Terlaak 2001; Marcus, Geffen, and
Sexton 2002). It has been identified that these programs can
provide tangible benefits to their participants, including enhanced reputation and price premiums (Arora and Gangopadhyay 1995; Rivera 2001), technical assistance (Wu and Babcock 1999; Khanna 2002; Delmas and Terlaak 2001) regulatory flexibility, and preemption of regulations (Segerson and
Micelli 1998; Lyon and Maxwell 2004; Delmas and Terlaak
2001; Rivera 2002). However, the use of voluntary environmental programs as alternative environmental policy instruments introduces fundamental challenges to the ways in
which corporations and non-profit organizations think about
the institutions that society has developed to resolve environmental problems (Hoffman et al. 2002). Voluntary initiatives
can be marked by high transaction costs and significantly affected by free-riding behavior (Marcus, Geffen, and Sexton
2002; Delmas and Mazurek 2004; Delmas and Keller 2004;
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King and Lenox 2000; Rivera and deLeon 2004). These challenges vary across institutional contexts and may be serious
enough to make these initiatives unattractive to policy makers and corporations (Delmas and Terlaak 2002).
Empirical evidence exploring the link between the adoption of voluntary programs and higher corporate environmental performance is still thin, pointing to the need for more
work in this area. Until now, some seminal studies suggest either no correlation or a negative association between corporate environmental performance and participation in voluntary initiatives (Khanna and Damon 1999; Anton et al. 2004;
King and Lenox 2000; Rivera and deLeon 2004). These negative results may be explained by the absence of mechanisms
to reduce free-riding behavior by voluntary programs such as
performance-based standards, third-party monitoring, and
sanctions (King and Lenox 2000; Rivera and deLeon 2004;
Reinhardt 1998).
Finally, it is important to highlight that despite the
booming of emerging market economies in Asia and to a lesser degree in Latin America, very little research on corporate
environmental management has studied the behavior of corporations in developing countries (Rivera 2002; Utting 2002;
Christmann and Taylor 2001; Wehrmeyer and Mulugetta
1999). The literature remains almost exclusively focused on
understanding the behavior of manufacturing firms in industrialized nations (Rivera 2002; Rivera 2004; Starik and Marcus 2000)
The conventional wisdom in emerging market economies is that given the economic limitations of businesses,
governments, and consumers, the trade-off between environmental protection and competitiveness is more significant
than in industrialized nations. For policy makers and business
managers, this “conventional wisdom” generally implies that
the enactment of mandatory environmental regulations
should be postponed until a more advanced level of economic development has been achieved (Wheeler 1999). Not surprisingly, the majority of firms operating in these countries
exhibit poor environmental management practices. We are
very pleased that this special issue contributes towards filling
this important gap in the corporate environmental management literature by including research articles and forum papers focused on voluntary initiative in both developing and
developed countries.

Description of the Papers
Included in this Special Issue
In their article, “How Do Public Disclosure Pollution
Control Programs Work? Evidence from Indonesia,” Blackman, Afsah, and Ratunanda shed light on the incentives for
pollution reduction provided by one of the most innovative
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public disclosure programs established in the developing
world: the Program for Pollution Control, Evaluation and
Rating (PROPER). Their findings suggest that in concert with
stakeholder pressures, the information about environmental
management opportunities provided by PROPER auditing
process is a critical driver of pollution-reduction efforts
among participants. These results contribute to the literature
on public disclosure programs that views external institutional pressures as a key incentive for enhanced environmental
performance. In developing countries where institutional
pressures are weak and environmental expertise is scarce,
voluntary disclosure programs can be more effective if they
provide technical assistance to participants.
The article by Bruce Paton entitled “Two Pathways to
Energy Efficiency: An Energy Star Case Study” evaluates the
mechanisms within the Energy Star labeling program that are
used to promote energy savings. It identifies two different
mechanisms: a converging mechanism that pushes all firms
within an industry to adopt a similar level of environmental
performance and a separating mechanism that drives only
some firms within the industry to differentiate their products
based on their environmental performance. The paper suggests circumstances in which each type of mechanism may be
more feasible and more desirable to create. In particular, it
highlights that regulatory threats and government procurements may facilitate the success of converging mechanisms.
Firms will have incentive to innovate and differentiate their
product if they can protect their innovation from imitation.
In “A Comparative Institutional Approach to Environmental Regulation: The Case of Environmental Degradation
Along the U.S.A.-Mexico Border,” Bryan Husted develops a
transaction-cost framework that considers the differences in
countries’ socio-economic contexts when selecting instruments of environmental regulation. Using the case of Mexico
and the United States, the manuscript highlights the importance of avoiding a joint environmental policy that ignores
the stark discrepancies in political support and administrative
capacity enjoyed by environmental agencies on both sides of
the border.
The Forum section of this special issue presents the
opinion essays and commentaries from six path breakers in
the business and environmental protection field. In his essay
“The Sustainability Generation: Preparing Future Leaders,”
Garry Brewer discusses the challenges and opportunities created by environmental concerns to management education.
He describes the need for education programs that bring together business management and environmental science
skills. He elaborates on the many challenges that academic
institutions face to prepare future leaders for the transition to
a more sustainable future and describes pioneering efforts
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within academic institutions in the U.S. Alfred Marcus’ manuscript “Reviving Regulation,” explores how altruism, profitseeking, and regulations drive companies to become more environmentally sustainable. He argues that incentive-based
regulations are key to deal comprehensively with the complex
environmental problems confronting society.
In “Innovation, Global Change and New Capitalism: A
Fuzzy Context for Business and the Environment,” Nigel
Roome argues that environmental sustainability is based on a
strategic connection between innovation and corporate social
responsibility accomplished in collaboration with a wide
range of other actors. He proposes that as businesses confront interconnected environmental social, cultural, and economic issues, a new dialectic is established worldwide
around competing models of the role of business in society.
Focusing on the lifestyle of environmental researchers and
professionals, Mark Starik’s essay, “Holistic Environmental
Leadership: Living Sustainably Beyond 9-to-5,” provides an
interesting guide for researchers and other professionals to
engage in pro-environmental behavior.
Richard Welford’s “Business and Environmental Protection: A View from Asia” highlights the acute environmental
problems produced by the economic boom in China, India
and other Asian countries. His essay stresses that to effectively solve these problems, policy makers need to rely on
multiple environmental policy instruments (direct regulations, economic incentives, voluntary initiatives, and international standards) tailored to the unique socio-economic context of these countries. Finally, in “Certification: A Catalyst
for Partnerships,” Chris Wille illustrates in detail the innovative collaborative strategy implemented by Rain Forest Alliance to promote corporate environmental and social responsibility by auditing the behavior of timber and agricultural
companies in both developed and developing countries.
To conclude, we would like to recognize the anonymous
reviewers whose assistance was key in developing this special issue. Many thanks to all of them for kindly providing
their time and knowledge to carefully evaluating the manuscripts submitted. We are also grateful to Linda Kalof, the editor of HER, who provided us with invaluable support and
guidance.

Endnotes
1.
2.
3.

Both guest editors contributed equally to the special issue and to this
introductory manuscript.
Author to whom correspondence should be directed:
E-mail: jrivera@gwu.edu
E-mail: delmas@bren.ucsb.edu

Human Ecology Review, Vol. 11, No. 3, 2004

Rivera and Delmas

References
Anderson, L. and T. Bateman. 2000. Individual environmental initiative:
Championing natural environmental issues in U.S. business organizations. Academy of Management Journal 43, 539-547.
Andrews, R. et al. 2003. Environmental Management Systems: Do They Improve Performance? Final Report of the National Database on Environmental Management Systems Pilot Project. Chapel Hill, NC: Department of Public Policy, UNC-Chapel Hill.
Anton, W., G. Deltas, and M. Khanna. 2004. Incentives for environmental
self-regulation and implications for environmental performance.
Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 48, 1, 632654.
Arora, S. and S. Gangopadhyay. 1995. Toward a theoretical model of voluntary overcompliance. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization 28, 3, 289-310.
Bansal, P. and W. Bogner. 2002. Deciding on ISO 14001: Economics, institutions, and context. Long Range Planning 35, 3, 269-290.
Christmann, P. 2000. Effects of “best practices” of environmental management on cost advantage: The role of complementary assets. Academy
of Management Journal 43, 663-680.
Christmann, P. and G. Taylor. 2001. Globalization and the environment:
Determinants of firm self-regulation in China. Journal of International Business Studies, 32, 439-458.
Coglianese, C. and J. Nash. 2001. Regulating from the inside: Can environmental management systems achieve policy goals? Resources for
the future press. Distributed by Johns Hopkins University Press.
Corbett, C. and L. Van Wassenhove. 1993. The green fee: Internalizing and
operationalizing environmental issues. California Management Review 36, 1, 116-136.
Cordano, M. and I. Frieze. 2000. Pollution reduction preferences of U.S.
environmental managers: Applying Ajzen’s theory of planned behavior. Academy of Management Journal 43, 4, 627-641.
Darnall, N. 2003. Why Firms Certify to ISO 14001: An Institutional and
Resource-Based View. Best Paper Proceedings of the Academy of
Management Conference. Seattle, Washington: Winner of 2003 Organizations & Natural Environment Best Paper Award.
Delmas, M. and M. Toffel. 2004. Stakeholders and Environmental Management Practices: An Institutional Framework. Business Strategy
and the Environment 13, 209-222.
Delmas, M. 2001. Stakeholders and Competitive Advantage: the case of
ISO 14001. Production and Operation Management 10, 3, 343-358.
Delmas, M. and A. Terlaak. 2002. A Framework for Analyzing Environmental Voluntary. Agreements California Management Review 43,
3, 44-63.
Delmas, M. and A. Terlaak. 2002. Regulatory Commitment to Negotiated
Agreements: Evidence from the United States, Germany, the Netherlands and France. Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis 4, 5-29.
Delmas, M. 2002. The diffusion of Environmental Management standards
in Europe and in the United States: an institutional perspective. Policy Sciences 35, 1, 1-119.
Delmas, M and A. Keller. 2004. Free riding in Environmental Voluntary
Programs: The Case of the US EPA Waste Wise Program. Working
Paper, Donald Bren School of Environmental Science and Management April 2004.

Human Ecology Review, Vol. 11, No. 3, 2004

Dowell, G., S. Hart, and B. Yeung. 2000. Do Corporate Global Environmental Standards Create or Destroy Market Value. Management Science 46, 8, 1059-1074.
Egri, C. and S. Herman. 2000. Leadership in the North American environmental sector: Values, leadership styles, and contexts of environmental leaders and their organizations. Academy of Management Journal
43, 571-604.
Hart, S. 1995. A natural resource based view of the firm. Academy of Management Review 20, 986-1014.
Hart, S. and G. Ahuja. 1996. Does it pay to be green? An empirical examination of the relationship between emission reduction and firm performance. Business Strategy and the Environment 5, 30-37.
Hoffman, A., H.C. Riley, J.G. Troast, and M.H. Bazerman. 2002. Cognitive
and institutional barriers to new forms of cooperation on environmental protection. The American Behavioral Scientist 45, 5, 820849.
Hoffman, A. J. 1999. Institutional evolution and change: Environmentalism
and the U.S. chemical industry. Academy of Management Journal
42, 4, 351-372.
Hoffman, A.J. and M.J. Ventresca (eds.). 2002. Organizations, policy and
the natural environment: Institutional and strategic perspectives.
Stanford: Stanford University Press. Stanford.
Johnston, A. and A. Smith. 2001. The characteristics and features of corporate environmental performance indicators — a case study of the
water industry of England and Wales. Eco-Management and Auditing
8, 1, 1-11.
Khanna, M. and L. Damon. 1999. EPA’s voluntary 33/50 program: Impact
on toxic releases and economic performance of firms. Journal of Environmental Economics and Management 37, 1-25.
King, A. and M. Lenox. 2000. Industry self-regulation without sanctions:
The chemical industry’s responsible care program. Academy of Management Journal 43, 4, 698-717.
King, A. and M. Lenox. 2002. Exploring the locus of profitable pollution
reduction. Management Science 48, 2, 289-300.
King, A. and M. Lenox. 2001. Does it Really Pay to be Green? An Empirical Study of Firm Environmental and Financial Performance. The
Journal of Industrial Ecology 5, 1, 105-116.
Klassen, R. and C. McLaughlin.1996. The impact of environmental management on firm performance. Management Science 42, 8, 11991215.
Koehler, D. and D. Cram. 2001. The Financial Impact of Corporate Environmental Performance: A Review of the Evidence of the Link between Environmental and Financial Performance. Harvard School of
Public Health working paper.
Kollman, K. and A. Prakash. 2002. EMS-based environmental regimes as
club goods: Examining variations in firm-level adoption of ISO
14001 and EMAS in U.K., U.S., and Germany. Policy Sciences 35,
1, 43-67.
Konar, S. and M.A. Cohen. 2001. Does the Market Value Environmental
Performance? Review of Economics and Statistics 83, 2, 281-309.
Lyon, T. and J. Maxwell. 2004. Corporate Environmentalism and Public
Policy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Marcus, A., D. Geffen and K. Sexton. 2002. Reinventing environmental
regulation: lessons from Project XL. Washington, D.C.: Resources
for the Future.

233

Rivera and Delmas

Margolis, J. and J. Walsh. 2001. Misery loves companies: Wither social
initiatives in business? Working paper.
Majumdar S.K. and A.A. Marcus. 2001. Rules versus Discretion: The Productivity Consequences of Flexible Regulations. Academy of Management Journal 44, 1, 170-179.
Nehrt, C. 1996. Timing and intensity effects of environmental investments.
Strategic Management Journal 17, 535-547.
Palmer, K., E. Wallace and P. Portney. 1995. Tightening Environmental
Standards: The Benefit-Cost or the No-Cost Paradigm. Journal of
Economic Perspectives 9, 4, 119-132.
Porter, M. and C. Van der Linde. 1995. Green and competitive. Harvard
Business Review September-October, 149-163.
Ramus, C. and U. Steger. 2000. The roles of supervisory support behaviors
and environmental policy in employee ‘eco-initiatives’ at leadingedge European companies. Academy of Management Journal 43,
605-626.
Reinhardt, F.L. 1998. Environmental product differentiation: implications
for corporate strategy. California Management Review 40, 4, 43-73.
Reinhardt, F.L. 2000. Down to Earth: Applying Business Principles to Environmental Management. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.
Rivera, J. 2001. Does it pay to be green in the developing world? Participation in Voluntary Environmental Programs and its impact on firm
competitive advantage. Washington DC: Academy of Management
Best Paper Proceedings.
Rivera, J. 2002. Assessing a voluntary environmental initiative in the developing world: The Costa Rican Certification for Sustainable
Tourism. Policy Sciences 35, 333-360.
Rivera, J. 2004. Institutional pressures and voluntary environmental behavior in developing countries: Evidence from Costa Rica. Society
and Natural Resources 17, 9, 1-19.
Rivera, J. and P. deLeon. 2004. Is greener whiter? The Sustainable Slopes
Program and the voluntary environmental performance of Western
ski areas. Policy Studies Journal 32, 3, 417-437.
Rondinelli, D. and M. Berry. 2000. Corporate environmental management
and public policy: Bridging the gap. The American Behavioral Scientist 44, 2, 168-187.
Roome, N. 1994. Business strategy, R&D management and environmental
imperatives. R & D Management 24, 1, 65-83.
Russo, M. and P. Fouts. 1997. A resource-based perspective on corporate
environmental performance and profitability. Academy of Management Journal 40, 534-559.

234

Sharma, S. 2000. Managerial interpretations and organizational context as
predictors of corporate choice of environmental strategy. Academy of
Management Journal 43, 4, 681-697.
Sharma, S. and H. Vredenburg. 1998. Proactive corporate environmental
strategy and the development of competitively valuable organizational capabilities. Strategic Management Journal 19,729-753.
Shrivastava, P. 1995a. The role of corporations in achieving ecological sustainability. Academy of Management. The Academy of Management
Review 20, 4, 936-961.
Shrivastava, P. 1995b. Environmental Technologies and Competitive Advantage. Strategic Management Journal 16, 183-201.
Sroufe, R. 2003. Effect of Environmental Management Systems on Environmental Management Practices and Operations. Production and
Operations Management 12, 3, 416-432.
Starik, M. and A. Marcus. 2000. Introduction to the special research forum
on the management of organizations in the natural environment: A
field emerging from multiple paths, with many challenges ahead.
Academy of Management Journal 43, 539-546.
Stead, E. and J. Stead. 1994. Can humankind change the economic myth?
Paradigm shifts necessary for ecologically sustainable business.
Journal of Organizational Change Management 7, 4, 15-xxx.
Toffel, M. and J. Marshall. 2004. Comparative analysis of weighting methods used to evaluate chemical release inventories, with Julian Marshall. Journal of Industrial Ecology 8, 1-2, 143-172.
Utting, P. 2002. The greening of business in developing countries. London:
United Nations Research Institute for Social Development and Zed
Books.
Vogel, D. 1995. Trading Up: Consumer and Environmental Regulation in
a Global Economy. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.
Walley, N. and B. Whitehead. 1994. It’s not easy being green. Harvard
Business Review 72, 3, 2-7.
Wehrmeyer, W. and Y. Mulugetta. 1999. Growing pains: Environmental
management in developing countries. Shiffield, UK: Greenleaf Publishing Limited.
Wheeler, D. 1999. Greening industry: New roles for communities, markets,
and governments. New York: Oxford/World Bank.
Winn, M. I. and L. C. Angel. 2000. Toward a Process Model of Corporate
Greening, Organization Studies 21, 6, 1119-1147.

Human Ecology Review, Vol. 11, No. 3, 2004

